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G104-1
The notices for the public meetings and the information provided at
the public meetings indicated that commenters would speak in the
order that their requests were received, after elected officials and
representatives of government agencies were heard. We regret that
you were unable to stay at the meeting to provide oral testimony;
however, your submitted written comment carries the same weight
as any oral comments provided at public hearings.
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G104-2
Sections 3.3.1 and 3.3.2 address conservation and renewable
energy sources, within the context of the California Energy
Commission's 2005 Integrated Energy Report and other State and
Federal energy reports, as alternatives to replace additional
supplies of natural gas.

G104-3
Sections 2.1 and 4.2.7.3 contain information on design criteria and
specifications, final design requirements, and regulations governing
the construction of the FSRU and LNG carriers.

G104-4
Impacts PS-4 and -5 in Section 4.2.8.4 contain mitigation to reduce
the risks to residents along any analyzed pipeline route.

G104-5
Section 4.2.8 contains information on safety requirements for
pipelines. Section 4.13.1 discusses the proximity of the proposed
pipeline routes to residences and schools.

Your statement is included in the public record and will be taken
into account by decision-makers when they consider the proposed
Project.
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G493-1
Your statement is included in the public record and will be taken
into account by decision-makers when they consider the proposed
Project.

G493-2
Section 3.3.7 contains information on the specific California
locations considered in the alternatives analysis. The deepwater
port would be 12.01 nautical miles (13.83 miles) offshore, as shown
on Figure ES-1.

G493-3
Sections 2.1 and 4.2.7.3 contain information on design criteria and
specifications, final design requirements, and regulations governing
the construction of the FSRU and LNG carriers.

G493-4
The EIS/EIR initially evaluated 18 locations for the FSRU as
potential locations for the deepwater port. It built on previous
California Coastal Commission studies that evaluated nearly 100
locations. Section 3.3.7 contains information on other locations that
were considered.
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G493-5
Section 4.2.8 contains information on safety requirements for
pipelines. Section 4.13.1 discusses the proximity of the proposed
pipeline routes to residences and schools.
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G094-1
NEPA does not require "worst-case analysis" but does require the
agency to prepare a summary of existing relevant and credible
scientific evidence and an evaluation of adverse impacts based on
generally accepted scientific approaches or research methods.
However, the Independent Risk Assessment (IRA) (Appendix C1)
defines and evaluates representative worst credible cases
(scenarios of events that would lead to the most serious potential
impacts on public safety). These included accidents that would
affect one, two, or all three tanks of the FSRU.

As shown in Tables 4.2-1, 4.2-2, 4.2-7, and 4.2-8, the release of the
contents of all three tanks (the entire contents of the FSRU and an
attending LNG carrier) is addressed in the escalation scenario
associated with a large intentional event. Section 4.2.7.6 contains
additional information on how intentional events are addressed.
Although the 2006 U.S. Department of Energy's Sandia National
Laboratories third-party technical review of the 2004 IRA found that
the three-tank simultaneous release (a massive LNG release in a
short time period) was not credible, Sandia recommended the
consideration of a cascading (escalation) three-tank scenario.
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G323-1
G323-1
Your statement is included in the public record and will be taken
into account by decision-makers when they consider the proposed
Project.
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G324-1
Your statement is included in the public record and will be taken
into account by decision-makers when they consider the proposed
Project.
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G058-1
Your statement is included in the public record and will be taken
into account by decision-makers when they consider the proposed
Project.
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G305-1
Your statement is included in the public record and will be taken
into account by decision-makers when they consider the proposed
Project.



2004/G199

G199-1
Your statement is included in the public record and will be taken
into account by decision-makers when they consider the proposed
Project.
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G428-1
Table 4.2-2 identifies representative hazards and threats
considered in the public safety analysis. Marine traffic is discussed
in Section 4.3.

G428-2
The LNG safety record is part of the environmental baseline.
Section 4.2 contains additional information and analyses, including
the results of a Project-specific risk assessment.

G428-3
Section 4.2.7.6 and the Independent Risk Assessment (Appendix
C1) contain information on public safety impacts from various
incidents at the FSRU. The analysis indicates that the maximum
impact distance of an accident would involve a vapor cloud
dispersion extending 6.3 nautical miles (7.3 miles) from the FSRU.
The FSRU would be located approximately 12.01 nautical miles
(13.83 miles) offshore; therefore, consequences of an accident
involving LNG transport by carrier and storage on the FSRU would
extend no closer than 5.7 nautical miles (6.5 miles) from the
shoreline. Figure ES-1 depicts the consequence distances
surrounding the FSRU location for worst credible events.

G428-4
The IRA was determined to contain sensitive security information
(SSI), and it was not made available to the general public; however,
it was available for review by Federal, State, and local agency
staffs and officials with safety and security responsibilities and
clearances. The results of the 2004 IRA were summarized in the
October 2004 Draft EIS/EIR.

With the exception of certain SSI in Appendix D, the entire text of
the IRA and its supporting documents are included in Appendix C.
As noted in the preface to Appendix D (Collision Analysis) to the
IRA, "(t)he complete report is available for review by Federal, State,
and local agency staffs and elected officials with safety and security
responsibilities and clearances."
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G428-5
Sections 4.2.4, 4.2.7.3, and 4.2.8.2 identify agencies with the
authority and responsibility for safety standards, design reviews,
and compliance inspections. Section 2.1 and Appendix C3-2
identify applicable safety standards.

G428-6
See the response to Comment G428-4.

G428-7
Table 4.2-1 summarizes public scoping comments, that is,
comments made by the public, each of which is addressed in the
EIS/EIR.

G428-8
Table 4.2-2 provides information on representative hazards and
threats considered in the public safety analysis, including hijacking
of the FSRU or an LNG carrier. Section 2.2 of the Independent Risk
Assessment (see Appendix C1) contains information on the
Security Vulnerability Assessment conducted for the proposed
Project. Appendix C3-2 contains information on marine safety and
security requirements.
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G428-9
Sections 4.2.7.3 and 4.3.1.5 contain information on regulations
related to the vessel and FSRU crews. The USCG is responsible
for the enforcement of all laws and regulations on U.S.-flagged
vessels on the high seas and all vessels within U.S. waters.

G428-10
Table 4.2-2 and Sections 4.2.6.1 and 4.2.7.6 contain information on
the threat of terrorist attacks. Again, please see the response to
Comment 428-7.
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G428-11
Table 4.2-2 contains revised text on this topic. Section 4.3.4
contains information on potential impacts associated with the
increased vessel traffic due to the proposed Project. The FSRU
would be located 3.5 NM (3.54 miles) from the eastern boundary of
the Point Mugu Sea Range (Pacific Missile Range). Impacts MT-5
and MT-6 in Section 4.3.4 address potential Project impacts on
Naval and Point Mugu Sea Range operations.

G428-12
To date, there has never been a large spill of LNG to water.
Conducting a large LNG spill to validate the models would result in
adverse environmental consequences. However, models are
commonly validated using experimental data. Section 2.3.4.2 of
Appendix C1 contains information on tests executed by the U.S.
Department of Energy and the calibration/verification of the Fire
Dynamics Simulator model used in the Independent Risk
Assessment. Appendix C1 provides additional information on this
topic, and Appendix C2, prepared by the U.S. Department of
Energy's Sandia National Laboratories, contains information on the
review and assessment of the models used.

Section 4.3 contains information on marine traffic associated with
the proposed Project. Under normal operating conditions, the
carriers would not be closer to shore than the FSRU, which is
located farther from shore than the coastwise traffic lanes.

G428-13
The Independent Risk Assessment (IRA) has been updated since
issuance of the October 2004 Draft EIS/EIR. The lead agencies
directed preparation of the current IRA, and the U.S. Department of
Energy's Sandia National Laboratories independently reviewed it,
as discussed in Section 4.2 and Appendix C.

Section 4.2.7.6 and the IRA (Appendix C1) discuss the models and
assumptions used and the verification process. Sandia National
Laboratories (Appendix C2) concluded that the models used were
appropriate and produced valid results.

G428-14
Frequencies provide context for the analysis. Section 4.2.7.6
contains additional information on this topic. Also see the response
to Comment G428-3.

G428-15
The Independent Risk Assessment (IRA) has been updated since
issuance of the October 2004 Draft EIS/EIR. The lead agencies



directed the preparation of the current IRA, and the U.S.
Department of Energy's Sandia National Laboratories
independently reviewed it. See Section 4.2, Appendix C1, and
Appendix C2 for additional information on third-party verification of
the IRA.
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G428-16
The Independent Risk Assessment (IRA) has been updated since
issuance of the October 2004 Draft EIS/EIR. The lead agencies
directed preparation of the current IRA, and the U.S. Department of
Energy's Sandia National Laboratories independently reviewed it,
as discussed in Section 4.2 and Appendix C.

Section 4.2.7.6 and the IRA (Appendix C1) discuss the models and
assumptions used and the verification process. Sandia National
Laboratories (Appendix C2) concluded that the models used were
appropriate and produced valid results.

G428-17
Sections 4.2.4, 4.2.7.3, and 4.2.8.2 identify agencies with the
authority and responsibility for safety standards, design reviews,
and compliance inspections. Section 2.1 and Appendix C3-2
identify applicable safety standards.
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G428-18
The report has been revised since issuance of the October 2004
Draft EIS/EIR. Following the list of mitigation measures for each
potentially significant impact is a summary of whether and how the
measure(s) would avoid, prevent, minimize, or compensate for an
activity’s adverse effects. If the impact would remain significant
after mitigation, i.e., continue to exceed the significance criteria,
further measures may be proposed, or the impact may be
determined to be significant and not mitigable (Class I). Section
4.1.5 provides more information on this topic.

G428-19
Chapter 2.3 of the IRA (Appendix C1) and Section 4.2.6.1 of the
EIS/EIR address the risk assessment methodology and frequency
analysis for incidents at the deepwater port. Section 4.2.8.1
discusses pipeline incident frequencies. Also see the response to
Comment G428-3.

G428-20
The Project has been modified since issuance of the October 2004
Draft EIS/EIR, and the main odorant station has been relocated to
the FSRU with a smaller backup odorant facility onshore. Sections
2.4.1.3, 4.2.7, 4.7.4, 4.12, 4.18.4, 6.2.2, and 6.2.3 contain updated
text on this topic.



2004/G428


	Eagle, Betty [G104]
	Eagle, Norman [G493]
	Embree, Ryan [G094]
	Emerson, Carrie [G323]
	Emerson, Danny  [G324]
	Emme, Otto  [G058]
	Emme, Otto  [G305]
	Endrigat, Marc [G199]
	Engel, Howard [G428]



